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1. Sec. 1.1, 3 “._human health and the environment;” The text will be revised as
§, line 2, p. suggested.
1-1
2. Table 2-3, p. Perchlorate: HERD has not reviewed any Comment noted. A limited
2-15 earlier documents indicating that perchlorate investigation to
perchlorate was detected at MCAS Ef Toro.  evaluate the presence with wells
In particular, the risk assessment for on the station (BNI 1999c) was
Operable Unit 1 (OU-1), basewide conducted. The results show
groundwater, contains no consideration of that perchlorates concentrations
perchlorate. At the time OU-1 was not above the preliminary action
investigated, detection limits for perchlorate  levels of 18pg/L except at Site 1.
in water were two to three orders of A decision to reevaluate the risk
magnitude higher than today. The Navy for OU-1 will be made after the
should consider whether the risk Stationwide perchlorate
assessment for OU-1 is still adequate, given investigation planned for later
these detections of perchlorate in the this year is completed.
vicinity of Site 1, which lies upgradient from
the main plume farther south and west.
3. Table 3-1, p. Chemical-Specific Values “To Be The suggested annotations will
3-9 Considered”: This table does not contain be made to this table.
any of the toxicity criteria on which risk-
based cleanup goals will be derived for Site
1. Therefore, this table should include
California EPA’s Toxicity Criteria
Databaseand USEPA's Integrated Risk
Information System (IRIS). These
databases may be accessed on line at,
respectively,
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/risk/chemicalDB/in
dex.asp and
http://www.epa.gov/iris/subst/index.html.
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4, Sec. 3.3.3, Comparison to Industrial Risk-Based Both residential and industrial
p. 3-11 Criteria: Because the re-use of Site 1 is land uses will be evaluated to

identified as an EOD range, we concur with  ensure flexibility in risk
the Navy’s choice to base risk management management decisions. As

decisions at this site primarily on suggested, we will focus on the
comparisons to risk-based criteria derived industrial land use but will also
from an industrial exposure setting, such as  provide an evaluation of the
the commercial/industrial PRGs from residential land use scenario in
USEPA Region 9. Because the Navy the report.

cannot fully control future re-uses of Site 1,
we strongly urge that additional
comparisons be made to risk-based criteria
based on a residential setting, such as
USEPA Region 9's residential PRGs.
These comparisons need not be featured in
the report, but they should be included for
completeness, in case any risk-based
restriction of future uses is decided upon.
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Sec. 3.3.3 et
al., pp.3-11
ff.

Soil Screeniing Levels: We do not
recommend the use of USEPA Soil
Screening Levels for screening risk
assessment. We do recommend using
USEPA Region 9 PRGs within the
framework of the Preliminary Endangerment
Assessment Guidance Manual (DTSC,
1994). Guidance for using PRGs in
screening risk assessment at Federal
facilitiesis outlined in a memorandum dated
28 October 1994 (attached). In general, we
do not permit screening chemicals of
potential concern (COPC) against multiple
criteria, as the Navy proposes in this section
and in Section 3.3.5. Screening risk
assessments identify sites where further
analysis or investigation should take place.
Screening risk assessments are not to be
used for eliminating detected chemicals as
COPC. DTSC allows elimination of
inorganic chemicals within the range of
ambient conditions. All other detected
chemicals must be included in the risk
assessment.

We recognize that USEPA Soil Screening
Levels include considerations of protecting
against migration of contaminants to
groundwater. We believe that the Navy’s
plans for characterizing Site 1 will be
generate adequate data for determining if
contamination in the upper 10 ft of soil
presents potential threats to groundwater.

The work plan has been revised
to state that EPA Region 9 PRGs
(including California modified
values) will be used to evaluate
the potential exposure to the soil
pathway, while the EPA Region
9 SSLs will be used to evaluate
the potential groundwater
pathway. We recognize that
screening risk assessments are
frequently used to identify sites
that require further evaluation.
However, the approach
proposed compares detected
concentrations to PRGs to
assess the magnitude of the
contamination, and then uses
the PRG table to backcaiculate
cumulative cancer risk or non-
cancer hazard. To that extent,
all detected chemicals will be
included and evaluated in the
risk assessment.

Sec. 3.3.5,
p. 3-15

Chemicals with No Published Criteria:
The screening risk assessment should
include estimates of the toxic effects of
exposure to all detected chemicals. If a
detected chemical has no published toxicity
criterion, the Navy should contact
toxicologists of DTSC and USEPA Region 9
to agree on a suitable strategy for
assessment. Oftentimes, we have decided
on surrogate chemicals, similar in structure
and/or toxicity. We have used this
procedure at several other bases where
breakdown products of nitroaromatic
explosive materials were detected.

We will estimate cumulative
cancer risk and non-cancer
hazard assuming exposure to all
detected chemicals and will thus
provide an estimate of the
potential toxic effects associated
with exposure to these
chemicals. For any detected
compound that has no published
toxicity parameters, surrogate
compounds will be proposed and
selected in consultation with
EPA Region 9 and DTSC
toxicologists.
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1. : Section
2.1, page
2-1

The report states that no ponding or
accumulation contributing to surface water flow
has occurred during recent times. GSU
recommends that the report include the time
period in which no ponding of water occurred
instead of “recent times”. It is GSU’s
recollection that the retention pond was not
visible from the main road or area where EOD
activities primarily took place and therefore was
not inspected on a regular basis. It is possible
that the retention pond still is holds water
during rainy periods and supports wildlife or a
vernal pool community.

A hydrological assessment was
conducted to evaluate the
accumulation of water in the
pond during a 100 year storm.
The results indicate that ponding
can be expected but no overflow
will occur that will contribute to
runoff from the site.

This pond was designated as a
vernal pool during the
Environmental Impact Study
(EIS); sampling conducted in the
pool detected the Riverside Fairy
Shrimp, which is listed as a
federally endangered species.
The work plan has been revised
to include evaluation of the
surface water pathway.

2. Section
2.5.2,
page 2-9

Hydraulic gradient is calculated by measuring
the scale distance between equipotential lines
along a groundwater flow line that crosses the
site, and dividing that value into the calculated
change in head across the same distance (Ha-
H1)

In the report, it appears that the hydraulic
gradient was calculated using the distance
between groundwater monitoring wells that are
not parallel to the flow line. For example, the
report states that the hydraulic gradient for
wells 01_MW207, 01_DGM57, and 18BGMW24
is 0.008 feet per foot towards the west. Figure
2-4 indicates that these wells are located
approximately on the same equipotential line
and almost perpendicular to the estimated
groundwater flow direction. The report requires
further clarification and revision on the method
used to calculate hydraulic gradient (and
average groundwater velocity). As written, the
report significantly underestimates the hydraulic
gradient and average groundwater velocity.

The text has been revised to
reflect minimum, maximum, and
average gradient across Sife 1.
The hydraulic gradient has been
re~calculated based on the
change in hydraulic head along a
flow path using the indicated
formula.
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Section
2.5.2,
page 2-9

In the upper northeast end of the Site 1, the
groundwater flow, based on water level
measurements from wells 01_MWO01,
01_MW102, and 01_MW202 is to the west
(Figure 2-4). The estimated groundwater flow
direction (south-southwest) in the center portion
of Site 1 is based on groundwater data from
wells installed along the length of Site 1. GSU
is concerned that groundwater may flow in a
more westerly direction in the center portion of
the Site. GSU would like to have groundwater
level measurements collected from the
northwest boundary of Site 1 to verify the
groundwater flow direction. If groundwater flow
in the vicinity of well 01_MW201 is actually to
the west, perchlorate detected in well
01_MW201 may not intersect well 01_MW205

which is currently believed to be a
downgradient well.

Water level data from wells
located in the Northwest
boundary would not add to the
current understanding of
groundwater flow direction in the
center of the site. Based on the
current conceptual site model
and existing water level data for
Site 1, the general groundwater
flow direction appears to be to
the south-southwest, which is
consistent with the surface
topography.

In addition, the Rl Work Plan has
been revised to include
groundwater sampling as part of
Tier 1 activities. Results from this
sampling event along with soil
sampling results from Tier 1 and
2 will be used to optimize
placement of additional wells
including cross-gradient wells.

Section
2.6.2,
Page 2-10

Surface Soil (0-1feet bgs), Phase | RI:

This section discusses the analytical results of
four shallow soil samples collected during the
Phase | RI. The sample locations are shown on
Figure 2-1. GSU recommends that the report
discuss the rationale for choosing those sample
locations. The four sample locations do not
appear to be in areas where burial of waste
from EOD activities occurred although they may
have been impacted by projectile fragments or
dust particles from explosives. 01UGS.
01_GN1, and 01_GN3 are on the upper slopes
of Site 1 and 01_GN2 appears to be located
along a road but on the opposite side that EOD

activities took place.

During Phase | Rl soil sampling,
Site 1 was considered as one
statistical stratum. The sampling
design was developed for the
entire range using a random
sampling approach (Jacobs
1993a). This approach was
based on evidence from
historical aerial photographs and
geophysicai data indicating that
EOD activities took place
throughout the range and the
knowledge that soils were being
constantly mixed around the site
due to frequent plowing. The
collection of shallow soil data
included one upgradient location
and three locations randomly
distributed within the EOD range.
The text has been revised to
include this additional
information.
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Section
2.6.2,
Page 2-13

Surface Soil (0-1 feet bgs), Perchlorate
Verification Study, Page 2-13

The report states that perchlorate was detected
in one soil sample at a concentration of 320
pa/kg however the sample location was not
specified. The report references Appendix B for
laboratory results but the sample analysis for
perchlorate is missing.

Specifics on the perchlorate
results and sampling location
were presented in the Draft
Perchlorate Technical
Memorandum (Earth Tech
2000a). However, the work plan
has been revised to include
specific perchlorate sampling
results and locations.

Section
2.6.5,
Page 2-15

Groundwater:

GSU is concerned that a data gap exist in the
depiction of groundwater flow direction beneath
Site 1. Site 1 is shaped like a trough trending
northeast to southwest. Except for wells
01_MW102 and 01_MW207, the groundwater
monitoring wells are installed along the
longitudinal axis of Site 1 (Figure 2-1). The
groundwater flow direction is shown as flowing
south-southwest based on the line of wells.
GSU believes that groundwater in the central
portion of Site 1 may flow to the west and
southwest. GSU recommends that a well be
installed to the west of wells 01_MW205 or
01_MW206 to verify the groundwater flow
direction and determine whether well
01_MW205 is actually downgradient to well
01_MW201. GSU also recommends that
groundwater samples be collected in the
vicinity of 01_MW201 to determine the extent of
groundwater contamination that exceeds the
California DHS Action Level for perchlorate.

Six additional monitoring wells
were installed during the
Perchlorate Verification Study to
supplement data for defining the
extent of perchlorate in
groundwater and to determine
the magnitude and direction of
groundwater gradient. Well
locations were based on the
conceptual model for
groundwater flow at the site.
Groundwater flow direction in the
shallow aquifer is consistent with
site topography and is generally
towards the south-southwest.
Groundwater samples will be
collected as part of Tier 1
activities. The intent is to
optimize placement based on
soil contamination identified
during Tier 1 and 2 sampling.

Section
2.6.5,
Page 2-15

Item number 3 under Perchlorate Verification
Study

As noted in the previous comment, the
hydraulic gradient and groundwater velocity
was not accurately calculated.

The text has been revised to
reflect minimum, maximum, and
average gradient across Site 1.
The hydraulic gradient has been
re-calculated based on the
change in hydraulic head along a
flow path using the indicated
formula.
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Section
3.1.2,
Page 3-1

During a site visit of Site 1, remember being
told that water ponds in an area approximately
200 feet north of 01_MW202. | don’t remember
if it was year-round or seasonal. The source of
water was either runoff or groundwater
surfacing due to the shallow bedrock. This area
of ponded water is within Site 1 and the EOD
Range Boundary shown on Figure 2-1. GSU
recommends that the Marines determine
whether the area is a seasonal wetlands that
supports wildlife.

A small impoundment exists
near the northern end of Site 1.
This retention pond was
originally constructed to contain
storm water runoff. In addition
sampling performed in support of
the Draft EIS indicated the
Riverside fairy shrimp was
present. A habitat assessment
is currently underway, which will
also evaluate if the watershed for
this pond will have potential
wetland designation.

Section
3.3.1,
Page 3-10

GSU believes that additional investigation is
necessary to define extent of groundwater
contamination that exceeds the California DHS
Action Level for perchlorate. The report states
that the perchlorate contamination has been
defined based on one groundwater monitoring
well (01_MW201). The perchlorate detected in
well 01_MW201 could be water collected from
the center or fringe of the plume. The size of
the plume and mass of perchlorate in the
groundwater is unknown. Following the
decision logic that is proposed for soil
investigation, further investigation is warranted
to define the extent of the “hot spot”
groundwater contamination. Additional
groundwater investigation would be prudent to
make a better estimate of the concentration
and extent of perchlorate for risk predictions
and remedial planning purposes.

Six additional monitoring wells
were installed during the
Perchlorate Verification Study to
supplement data for defining the
extent of perchlorate in
groundwater. Based on
perchlorate analysis data
collected from wells located
upgradient and downgradient of
01_MW201, and the conceptual
model for the site, the detection
of perchlorate in groundwater is
localized.

The RI Work Plan has been
revised to include groundwater
sampling as part of Tier 1
activities. Results from this
sampling event along with soil
sampling results from Tier 1 and
2 will be used to optimize
placement of additional wells
including cross-gradient wells.
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10. Section Tier 1: Existing data at these locations
3.3.7.1, will be combined with RI Tier 1
Page 3-17  The soil sampling proposal is a systematic

pattern in which soil samples are collected from
two depths approximately1.5 and 5 feet below
ground surface from 25 locations per study
area. The sample locations will be at the center
of 170 by 170 feet grid blocks. Grid blocks that
contain a previous soil sampling location will be
excluded from this sampling event.

In addition to the systematic sampling pattern
GSU strongly recommends that soil samples be
collected at the geophysical anomaly locations
with samples targeted at the bottom of the
former trench excavations. The plotted
geophysical anomalies (Figure 2-2) show
lineations which may indicate former trenches
used for waste disposal. Each lineation may
also contain varying amounts of waste and
constituents of concern depending on the time
period that the material was buried. The
previous sampling of anomalies involved the
collection soil samples at depths between 1
and 5 feet below ground surface. The report
does not indicate whether the samples were
collected at the bottom of the former trenches.
Samples collected at shallower depths may
have been waste, non-contaminated backfill
s0il, or a mixture. GSU recommends that the
depth of the former trenches be determined
before the proposed sampling event to help
develop the sampling strategy. At each
sampling location, one sample should be
collected at 0.5-1.0 feet below ground surface
and a deeper sample collected from the bottom
of the former trench. Three (or more) samples
per location may be necessary if the former
trenches are greater than 5 feet in depth. The
bottom of the trenches can be determined by
trenching perpendicular to the lineations or by
collecting and logging soil cores.

data to determine the presence
of any hot spots that may be
associated with the observed
geophysical anomalies.

The bottom of the former
trenches that were used for EOD
training cannot be established
conclusively by  geophysical
surveys. Therefore, during the
Tier 2 activities trenching
through the anomalies will be
conducted. During this trenching,
every attempt to confirm the
trench bottoms will be made. If
field observations confirm the
bottom of the trenches, soil
samples will be collected at
those depths. Samples to
characterize  any  residuals
(resulting from EOD training
activities) within each
trench/sampling location will also
be collected.
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11.

Section
4.2.8,
Table 4-3,
Page 4-6

The holding time between sample collection
and sample extraction at the laboratory for soil
samples collected with Encore-type samplers is
48 hours, not 72 hours. Please revise the
document and ensure that the field sampling
staff and laboratory are aware of the holding
time. The holding time before extraction can be
extended if the samples are frozen immediately
after collection however the Marines should
consult with DTSC prior to implementing this
procedure.

The holding time for unfrozen
Encore type samples has been
changed to 48 hours. In
addition, for this investigation,
the Navy proposes a holding
time of 7 days for frozen Encore
type samples in accordance with
"Regional Interim Policy for
Determination of Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC)
Concentrations in Soil and Solid
Matrices" (U.S. EPA, June 23,
1999).

12.

Figure 2-
3, Page 2-
7

Conceptual Site Geology Site 1 _ EOD Range

Wells locations that are not on the traverse line
must be listed as projected data on the cross-
section. Geologic information depicted on the
cross-section may be skewed because boring
log data from wells over 100 feet away from the
traverse line were apparently used to prepare
the cross sections.

Figure 2-3 has been revised; the
cross-sections do not have any
projected lithologic data.

13.

Figure 2-
4, Page 2-
11

Groundwater Elevation Contours, Site 1 — EOD
Range

There are no groundwater elevation
measurements in the northwest portion of Site
1 and southeast of Site 1 to determine
groundwater elevations. Equipotential lines that
extend farther than 250 feet away from a
monitoring well must be drawn as dashed lines
to indicate that the groundwater elevations are
estimated.

Figure 2-4 has been revised to
show estimated groundwater
elevation contours using dashed
lines.

14,

Figure 2-
4, Page 2-
11

The trace of the suspected fault shown in
Figure 2-3 should also be shown on the site
plan map (Figure 2-1).

Figure 2-1 with the locations of
sections A-A’ and B-B’ has been
revised to show the plan view of
the suspected fault shown on
Figure 2-3.
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Comment

Initial Completeness Review of Closure Plan
OB/OD Unit at Marine Corps Air Station El Toro (MCAS El Toro)
Dated September 2000

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro submitted a draft Remedial Investigation (Rl) Work Plan dated September
2000 to the Department of Toxic Substances Control, Office of Military Facilities, for IRP Site 1, Explosive
Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Range. A RCRA OB/OD unit is located within Site 1. Hazardous Waste
Management staff conducted an initial completeness review of the draft Rl Work Plan to find out if the
document also satisfies the requirements of RCRA closure plan for OB/OD unit. The following are comments
on the RCRA closure components of the document:

1. MCAS El Toro submitted a Part A application for ~ EOD training activities took place
the OB/OD unit in June 1988. The Part A in both the Northern and
depicts a small area for the OB/OD unit within Southern EOD Ranges (and not
the Explosive Ordnance Disposal Range (EOD)  restricted just to the small area
Range, Site 1. Please provide a description of depicted in the Part A
the OB/OD unit, dimensions, and locations of the  application).
burn pits. A description of the training for

EOD and detonation of
munitions is presented in
Sections 2.2; the dimensions
and locations of the ranges
where such training and
detonation activities took place is
presented in Section 2.1 and
Figure 2-1.

2. The scale of the topographic map, Figure 2-1,is  No OB/OD unit was operated at
not acceptable. Please provide a map showing Site 1.

a distance of 200 feet around the OB/OD unitat A map with a scale of 1 inch
a scale of 1 inch equal to not more than 200 equal to 200 feet has been
feet. Elevation contours shall be shown on the provided for the Northern and
map. The contour interval shall be sufficient to Southern EOD Ranges.
clearly show the pattern of surface water flow in

the vicinity of the OB/OD unit.

3. Provide the weather and climate conditions for The work plan has been revised
the site. to provide this information.

4. The document describes the general use of the No OB/OD unit was operated at

Site 1.

As part of the Range Rule Risk
Methodology (R3M) currently
underway, evaluation of the
description/capacities/quantities/
types of munitions that were
used during EOD training will be
performed and included in the RI
report.

EOD Range. Please provide a detailed
description/capacities/quantities/types of open
burning/open detonation activities at the OB/OD
unit.
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Describe types of detection or monitoring used
at the OB/OD unit.

No OB/OD unit was or is
operating at Site 1.

However, groundwater
monitoring at Site 1 will be
conducted as part of Tier 1 of the
RI. In addition, selected
groundwater wells will continue
to be monitored as part of the
long term groundwater
monitoring plan.

Provide information regarding the
decontamination procedures and disposition of
contaminated containment systems for the
OB/OD unit.

No OB/OD unit was or is
operating at Site 1.

Detonation of munitions during
EOD training activities took place
in trenches and pits, which
served as containment systems.
No engineered containment
systems were used since
detonation was carried out below
the ground surface.

Provide the approximate quantities of
contaminated soils, structures, and equipment
that need to be decontaminated on-site or sent
off-site for treatment or disposal.

The RI report will estimate the
quantity of contaminated soll, if
any, that is present at Site 1 due
to EOD training.

Records that were maintained of
EOD training activities do not
indicate that structures or
equipment that require
decontamination are present.

Provide the name of the off-site
treatment/disposal facility and distance from
MCAS El Toro to the off-site management
facility.

No off-site treatment/disposal or
management facility was used.

Provide information regarding the land disposal
restriction (LDR) for contaminated, soils,
structures, equipment, and waste generated
during closure activities of the OB/OD unit.

No OB/OD unit was operated at
Site 1.

The RI as part of the CERCLA
process will characterize
contaminated soils and waste, if
encountered. LDRs will be
considered as potential ARARs
during the evaluation of
response actions.
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10.

Identify the units, structures, observation posts,
cardboard sheets, metal blasting cans, etc., that
were impacted by the OB/OD activities and
methods of decontamination that will be used to
clean the units.

The EOD Range was not used
as an OB/OD unit. Therefore,
decontamination of structures
typically associated with an
OB/OD unit does not apply.
However, if any UXO or related
items are uncovered during the
RI and UXO Evaluation, they will
be addressed as part of the
CERCLA process.

11.

The document describes the sampling locations
for the EOD Range. Please provide specific
information for the OB/OD unit.

No OB/OD unit was operated at
Site 1. Information regarding
sampling for the area depicted in
the Part A application is can be
found in the Sampling Design
(Section 3.3.7 and Figure 3-4).

12.

Provide a comparison to show that the proposed
test methods are adequate to detect chemicals
of concern expected at the OB/OD unit.

The proposed test methods
cover a comprehensive list of
chemicals that would be
expected at an EOD Range, or
for that matter an OB/OD unit.
The adequacy of the test
methods is discussed in the
Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP) portion of the Work Pian
(Section 5.0). However, any
tests or alternate methods
prevailing in the industry and not
currently included in this Work
Plan will be considered if the
reviewing agency could
specifically indicate them.
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13.

No cleanup levels are provided in the closure
plan. Please provide the proposed cleanup
levels for soil, sediment, surface water,
groundwater, etc. The cleanup may be to
health-based levels or may be to background
levels or to the detection limit, as appropriate.
Also, the cleanup levels should protect
ecological receptors at the site. Guidance for
both human health and ecological risk
assessment can be found on the Human and
Ecological Risk Division (HERD) web site at
WWW.cwo.com/~herd1. CalTOX (available at
http://www.cwo.com/~herd1/) can be used to
generate health-based contaminant
concentrations in soil (residential and industrial),
which can be used for risk screening purposes,
as possible triggers for further action and as
starting points for determining site-specific
cleanup levels. Procedures for estimating
carcinogenic risks and non-carcinogenic
hazards are described in “Supplemental
Guidance for Human Health Multimedia Risk
Assessment for Hazardous Waste Sites and
Permitted Facilities (DTSC, 1997;
http://cwo.com/~herd1/ftp/backgrn.pdf.” To
evaluate the risk from lead in soil, Leadspread 7
(http://www.cwo.com/~herd1/). Model which
takes into consideration lead from all sources
and pathways should be used.

Department of the Navy (DON})
will follow the guidance and
procedures as per the sources
indicated in this comment.
However, as indicated in Table
A-2 of the Work Plan, cleanup
levels will be developed following
completion of the remedial
investigation. The levels will be
established by comparing
contaminant levels in each
media to acceptable exposure
levels, which will be determined
on the basis of the results of the
baseline risk assessment.

A request for ARARs from DTSC
and other regulatory agencies
will be made at that time.

14.

Provide an estimate of contaminated 